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2. Some Observations on the Coagulation of the Blood. By
John Davy, M.D., F.R.S. Lond. and Edin.
Dr Richardson, in a recent and elaborate work on the blood, an
extension of a Prize Essay on the cause of the coagulation of this
fluid, has endeavoured to prove that this phenomenon is of a chemi-
cal kind, depending on the escape of the volatile alkali.
The author of the paper of the above title describes three sets of
experiments which he has instituted for the purpose of testing Dr
Richardson's hypothesis. In all his trials on blood, he has used
that of the common fowl, its properties being best adapted to the
objects in view. The results obtained were briefly the following:—
1. Ammonia added to the blood in small quantities did not pre-
vent its coagulation; in larger quantities it retarded coagulation,
and rendered the blood viscid.
2. On exposing mixtures of blood and ammonia, and of water and
ammonia, to the open air, the loss of weight sustained in two or three
minutes—the time required for the coagulation of the blood—was
hardily appreciable, using a very delicate balance.
3. The moist fibrin of the blood subjected to the action of am-
monia was found to be rendered transparent and viscid; but to be
very slightly soluble.
These results, and others, such as the coagulation of the blood in
close vessels, and the volatile alkali not having hitherto been de-
tected in healthy blood, have led the author to the conclusion that.
the phenomenon under consideration still remains an unsolved pro-
blem ; and that on the ground of mere probabilities it is not easy to
say which of the two chief hypotheses advanced concerning it—the
chemical and the vital—is deserving of preference.
3. On the Recent Vindication of the Priority of Cavendish as
the Discoverer of the Composition of Water. By Professor
George Wilson.
The object of this communication was to direct attention to the
recent recovery of two documents establishing the priority of Caven-
dish as the discoverer of the composition of water. Their importance
VOL. iv. 2 D
https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0370164600034106
Downloaded from https:/www.cambridge.org/core. Columbia University Libraries, on 28 May 2017 at 11:25:27, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
206
was indicated by the late Mr Robert Brown, the botanist, and his
literary executor, Mr J. J . Bennett of the British Museum, has
brought them before the Royal Society of London. They are both,
contrary to general expectation, published statements contained in
well-known works. The first is a section of De Luc's " Idees sur
la Meteorologie," entitled, " Anecdotes relatives k la decouverte de
FEau sous la forme d'Air,9' in which the following decisive decla-
ration occurs :—
66
 Vers la fin de V annee 1782, J'allai a Birmingham ou le
Dr Priestley s'etoit etabli depuis quelques annees. II me com-
muniqua alors, que M. Cavendish, d'apres une remarque de M.
Warltire; qui avoit toujours trouve de Veau dans les vases ou il
avoit brule un melange d'air inflammable et d'air atmospherique;
s'etoit applique a decouvrir la source de cette eau, et qu'il avoit
trouve, ' qu'un melange d'air inflammable et d'air dephlogistiquS
en proportion convenable, etant allume par Petincelle electrique, se
convertissoit tout entier en eau? Je fus frappe, en plus haut degre,
de cette decouverte/' {Idees, &c, tome ii., 1787, pp. 206-7.)
The important testimony thus borne to Cavendish's experiment
having had as its object the discovery of the source of the water
which appeared when hydrogen and oxygen are burned together;
as its phenomenal result that in certain proportions a given weight
of the gases in question could be burned into the same iveight
of water ; and as its logical induction that the gapes had been con-
verted into the water, constituted Cavendish a discoverer of the com-
position of water. And as this conclusion was drawn in 1782,
whilst Watt, the earliest counter-claimant of the discovery, did not
draw his similar conclusion till 1783, the priority unquestionably
belonged to. Cavendish, who was thus the discoverer of the composite-
ness of water.
Reference was then made to the effort of Mr Muirhead to under-
value De Luc's testimony, on the plea that in another part of the
" Idees" its author declared himself to have been ignorant of Ca-
vendish's conclusions till 1783, and not to have learned them till
after he was familiar with those of Watt. I t was contended, on the
other hand, that De Luc's two statements were not contradictory,
but perfectly reconcileable with each other,—the one referring to Ca-
vendish's interpretation of his experiments on firing hydrogen and
oxygen, which De Luc learned from Priestley in 1782 ; the other to
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Cavendish's full theory of the formation of water, which was not made
public till January 1784, and which it could be shown by the Watt
Correspondence De Luc did not become acquainted with till March
of that year.
Special attention was drawn to the fact, that the section of De
Luc's " Idees" from which the quotation was taken went over the
same ground as the Watt Correspondence. This section contained
the matured and authoritative publication of those views on the rela-
tive merits of Watt and Cavendish which are referred to by De Luc
in the hasty private letters printed in the " Correspondence" i^n
question, written when he was imperfectly informed on the points he
was discussing, and not intended for publication. The author dwelt
upon the omission of Mr Muirhead, when editing the Watt Corres-
pondence, to point out this important fact to his readers, and the
misleading effect of this omission in representing Du Luc as much
more the advocate of Watt's claims than in reality he was. In
many respects the " Idees" supplemented the Watt Correspondence
so far as the views of De Luc were concerned, and the latter work
could not be understood unless read in the light of the former.
The second of the recovered documents was an extract from a
Report to the French Academy, on M. Seguin's experiments on the
Combustion of Hydrogen and Oxygen, dated 28thsAugust 1790,
written by La Place, in name of a Commission consisting, besides the
reporter, of Lavoisier, Brisson, and Meusnier, all of whom sign it.
The passage of most importance, as showing that Lavoisier aban-
doned in favour of Cavendish the claim he at one time preferred to
be the discoverer of the composition of water, is as follows:—
" M. Macquer a observe dans son Dictionnaire de Chimie que la
combustion des gaz hydrogene et oxygene produit une quantite d'eau
sensible; mais il n'a pas connu toute 1'importance de cette obser-
vation, qu'il se contenta de presenter, sans en tirer aucune con-
sequence. M. Cavendish paroit avoir remarque le premier que l'eau
produite dans cette combustion est le resultat de la combinaison des
deux gaz, et qu'elle est d'un poids egal au leur. Plusieurs expe-
riences faites en grand et d'une maniere tres-precise par MM. La-
voisier, La Place, Monge, Meusnier, et par M. Lefevre de Gineau,
ont confirme cette decouverte importante, sur laquelle il re doit
maintenant rester aucun doute." (Annates de Chimie, tome viii..
pp. 258-9.)
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In conclusion, the author dwelt upon the brightened moral aspect
of the water controversy. From De Luc's " Idees" all trace of charge
against the fair-dealing of Cavendish has vanished. Lavoisier is
found making full, if somewhat tardy, amends for any wrong he did
the English philosopher, and as De Luc and Lavoisier testify that
Cavendish had reached his famous discovery in 1782, the most un-
charitable must cease suspecting that he borrowed or stole it from
Watt, who had it not to offer any one till 17 83.
4. On the Preservation of Foot-prints on the Sea Shore. By
Alexander Bryson, Esq.
The author remarked, that the impressions of the feet of birds and
molluscs on wet sand, were liable to be effaced by the return of the
tide; and that their preservation was owing to dry sand blown into
the depressions from the shore, and again covered by a layer of
moist sand or mud by the return of the tide. In regard to tracks
left by gasteropodous molluscs, he stated that great caution was
necessary to distinguish them from those left by Nereids; and in-
stanced the case of a foot-track of a common whelk resembling the
marks made by the Crossopodia on the Silurian slates. When the
track of the whelk is filled up by the dry sand blown into the de-
pression in the line of progress, no difficulty is felt in recognising it
as the track of a gasteropod; but should the wind blow at right
angles to the track of the mollusc, a series of setse-like markings
will be observed to leeward, caused by the dry sand adhering to the
moist. In this instance, a geologist would naturally assign the
markings to the impression of Graptolites priodon, or sagittatus ;
and if the wind suddenly shifted to the opposite direction, another
series of setse would be found on the other side of the mollusc's
track, and the observer would at once pronounce the marks due to a
gigantic Crossopodia, or fringe-footed Annelide.
The author also stated, that the so-called rain-marks found on
sandstone and Silurian slates were formed by Crustacea, and
that the cusps which geologists had supposed were the evidence of
the force and direction of the wind during the shower, were pro-
duced by the wind blowing dry sand from the shore, and causing a
raised barrier to leeward of the depression, where there was more
moisture, and consequently more adhesion of the sand.
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